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RESPONSE TO EXAMINER'S ANSWER 



In the Examiner's Answer filed December 27, 2006, the Examiner continues to contend that 
all of claims 1-30 of the present application are anticipated by the disclosure in paragraphs [0026]- 
[0032] of Poon, U.S. Patent Application Publication No.2002/0062265 Al. With respect to claim 1, 
in particular, the Examiner appears to assert on page 5 of the Examiner's Answer that the steps 
recited in the claim are fully disclosed in paragraph [0029] in Poon. Appellants respectfully 
disagree. 

Li the Appeal Brief filed February 14, 2006, Appellants asserted that Poon did not anticipate 
claim 1 because Poon does disclose or suggest, either in paragraph [0029] or elsewhere in the 
reference, the claimed steps of "receiving a registration request at the data processing system, the 
registration request including a service description and an identification of a category within the 
taxonomy in which the service is to be registered", "applying one or more canonical service 
description tests to the service description to determine if the service description should be 
registered in the category", and "registering the service description in the identified category 
using the data processing system if a result of applying the one or more canonical service 
description tests is that the service description should be registered in the identified category." 

With respect to the claimed step of "receiving a registration request at the data processing 
system, the registration request including a service description and an identification of a category 
within the taxonomy in which the service is to be registered", Appellants pointed out that Poon 
describes a mechanism by which a user selects a category from a list of categories. In addition, 
Poon discloses that if the selected category has subcategories, the user is able to select from the 
subcategories. Appellants further pointed out that this process is initiated based on a decision 
whether a category number is available to the user, and that the missing category number that 
starts the process enables the user to select the associated category and subcategories without 
going through the entire selection process. Thus, Appellants pointed out that while the selection 
of a category might be construed as a request, the request does not include a service description 
and an identification of a category within the taxonomy in which the service is to be registered as 
required by claim 1 . 
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With respect to the claim hmitation "applying one or more canonical service description 
tests to the service description to determine if the service description should be registered in the 
category". Appellants pointed out that the server of Poon merely determines if there are related 
subcategories associated with the category selection received from the user, and that Poon does 
not disclose applying a test to a service description to determine if the service description should 
be registered in the category as there is no service description received from the client in the 
Poon system. 

With respect to the claim limitation "registering the service description in the identified 
category using the data processing system if a result of applying the one or more canonical 
service description tests is that the service description should be registered in the identified 
category", Appellants pointed out that Poon merely receives a category selection and does not 
apply one or more canonical service description tests to determine that a service description 
should be registered in the identified category. Poon relies on the user to determine what 
category an item should be listed in. 

In responding to these various arguments in the Appeal Brief, the Examiner, on pages 4-5 
of the Examiner's Answer, simply refers to paragraph [0029] in Poon but does not specifically 
respond to Appellants' arguments pointing out the deficiencies in Poon. For example, the 
Examiner does not explain how paragraph [0029] in Poon discloses receiving a registration 
request that includes a service description and an identification of a category within the 
taxonomy in which the service is to be registered as recited in claim 1 . Appellants continue to 
submit that the paragraph does not, in fact, contain such a disclosure. As indicated in the Appeal 
Brief, there is no service description received from the chent in the Poon system. Furthermore, 
because there is no service description received from the client, Poon also does not disclose 
"applying one or more canonical service description tests to the service description to determine 
if the service description should be registered in the category", or " registering the service 
description in the identified category using the data processing system if a result of applying the 
one or more canonical service description tests is that the service description should be registered 
in the identified category." As indicated above, Poon relies on the user to determine what 
category an item should be listed in, and does not apply one or more canonical service 
description tests to determine if a service description should be registered. 
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Appellants again respectfully submit that Poon simply does not disclose or suggest the 
subject matter recited in independent claim 1 or in independent claims 1 1 and 21, and that the 
claims patentably distinguish over Poon in their present form. In addition, by virtue of their 
dependency and for the reasons set for the in the Appeal Brief, Appellants also respectfully 
submit that dependent claims 2-10, 12-20, and 22-30 patentably distinguish over Poon in their 
present form. 

For at least the reasons set forth above and in the Appeal Brief, Appellants submit that 
claims 1-30 are not anticipated by Poon, and it is respectfully requested that the Board reverse the 
Examiner's Final Rejection of those claims. 
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